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health and the environment at risk, it will
prevent economic redevelopment in those
areas.

EPA, through our administrative reforms,
has done much to improve the overall pace,
cost, and fairness of the program. These ad-
ministrative reforms represent permanent
changes in the way EPA does business and
reflect the Administration’s vision for the
future of Superfund—a future that builds
upon our progress over the past four years.
These reforms are building a faster, fairer,
more efficient Superfund program which: (1)
achieves our goal of 20% reduction in total
cleanup process time, with 439 completed
cleanups (as of 7/7/97) and more than 480 site
cleanup constructions underway; (2) includes
75% of Superfund long-term cleanups per-
formed by responsible parties; and (3) re-
duces cleanup costs towards our goal of 20%
cost reduction.

Based on the Agency’s administrative re-
forms, EPA is ready to accelerate the clean-
up program. Much of the pre-cleanup work
has been completed and actual cleanup work
is ready to begin at many toxic waste sites.
The necessary contracts to implement an ac-
celerated cleanup program are in place. We
have worked with state offices in identifying
sites ready for cleanup and will continue to
coordinate with them on cleanup activities.

I urge you to support the funding level for
the Superfund program as outlined in the
Budget Agreement while we continue our
discussions on Superfund reauthorization.

Sincerely,
CAROL M. BROWNER.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI-
DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT
AND BUDGET,

Washington, DC. June 25, 1997.
Hon. JOHN D. DINGELL,
Ranking Member, Committee on Commerce, U.S.

House of Representatives, Washington, DC
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE DINGELL: I am writ-

ing to clarify the Administration’s views re-
garding the Superfund funding that was in-
cluded in the recent Bipartisan Budget
Agreement.

On June 5th, Congressmen Kasich and
Oxley conducted a colloquy on this subject
on the floor of the House of Representatives.
As they discussed, the Budget Agreement es-
tablishes a reserve fund to provide $200 mil-
lion per year for Superfund orphan shares.
As this would be mandatory spending, the re-
serve fund requires authorizing legislation to
be reported by the Committees on Commerce
and Transportation and Infrastructure, al-
though the reserve fund could be authorized
in a reconciliation bill, a Superfund reform
bill, or other legislative vehicle. The Admin-
istration does not agree that these funds
should become available only after the Con-
gress passes a Superfund reform bill.

Regarding the $700 million of additional re-
quested funding, the Administration adheres
to the language of the Budget Agreement,
which provides that Superfund appropria-
tions will be at the President’s level ‘‘if poli-
cies can be worked out.’’ We have always un-
derstood this to mean that the Administra-
tion needs to reach agreement with the ap-
propriate Committees regarding the way in
which the supplemental cleanup funds would
be spent. We do not agree that the additional
Superfund cleanup funding agreed to in the
budget Agreement is contingent on any prior
legislation, much less a comprehensive re-
form bill.

The Administration remains committed to
working with Congress to enact a bipartisan
consensus-based Superfund reform bill. How-
ever, we believe that the increased
Superfund appropriations should not be held
up until this occurs, since these funds are ur-

gently needed to eliminate the backlog of
Superfund cleanups and improve the quality
of life for more than 27 million Americans,
including over four million children, who
live within four miles of a Superfund site.

Please do not hesitate to contract me if I
can be of further assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,
FRANKLIN D. RAINES,

Director.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend their
remarks on the bill (H.R. 2158) making
appropriations for the Departments of
Veterans Affairs and Housing and
Urban Development, and for sundry
independent agencies, commissions,
corporations, and offices for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1998, and for
other purposes, and that I be permitted
to include tables, charts and other ex-
traneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GIB-
BONS). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from California?

There was no objection.
f

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDEPEND-
ENT AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1998

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 184 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2158.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2158)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Veterans Affairs and Housing
and Urban Development, and for sun-
dry independent agencies, commis-
sions, corporations, and offices for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1998,
and for other purposes, with Mr. COM-
BEST in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
California [Mr. LEWIS] and the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES] will
each control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. LEWIS].

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, it is my pleasure
today to outline the work of the Sub-
committee on VA, HUD and Independ-
ent Agencies as well as the full Com-
mittee on Appropriations in developing
the fiscal year 1998 VA–HUD and Inde-
pendent Agencies appropriations bill.

First, I want to thank my friend and
colleague, the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. STOKES], and his staff for their
helping in crafting this bill. Our work-
ing relationship, I believe, is a model of
how appropriations subcommittees can
and should work together on a biparti-
san basis. We have effectively con-
trolled the rate of growth of Federal
spending through our bill while making
sure that the needs of our constituents
are met in communities across the
country.

Mr. Chairman, beginning with the
fiscal year 1995 rescission bill, this sub-
committee has led the way in our bat-
tle with the budget by reducing spend-
ing and fully paying for the emergency
supplemental. While the administra-
tion and Congress have finally agreed
in principle to balancing that budget
by 2002, this subcommittee has been
moving in that direction for well over
2 years now, and so far we have pro-
duced some $20 billion in spending cuts
to show for our efforts.

Because of the bipartisan budget
agreement with the President, this
year the subcommittee had the chance
to catch its breath. The subcommit-
tee’s 602(b) allocation for fiscal year
1998 will provide us with the funding
levels necessary to continue our com-
mitment to serving veterans, protect-
ing the environment, providing housing
for the poorest of the poor, and ensur-
ing America’s future leadership in
space.

With regard to space programs, I
hope that each of my colleagues have
had an opportunity to focus upon the
remarkable NASA Pathfinder mission
to Mars. If this mission does not pro-
vide the catalyst for our next genera-
tion of scientists, then I certainly do
not know what will.

We are able to achieve all of these
important results while still holding a
line on spending of hard-earned tax-
payers’ dollars. Our allocation should
allow us to go through the process
quickly and eventually gain a signa-
ture by the President.

Since our counterparts in the Senate
received an allocation well below ours
in the House, we are in for some very
tough decisions nonetheless as we go
down this road. Not everything in this
bill will find its way in the final con-
ference report. While the President
may not wholeheartedly endorse every
decision reflected in this bill, it is my
hope that when we conference in Sep-
tember, we can come to a mutual
agreement on a final bill that will be
signed.

Let me quickly move to some of the
specifics of this bill beginning with our
602(b) allocation.
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Due to the structure of the budget

resolution, there is some confusion
about our allocation. Basically, when
we take into account the recent rescis-
sion of $3.6 billion we enacted to pay
for the emergency disaster supple-
mental, our allocation this year is the
same as for fiscal year 1997, amounting
to some $60.8 billion. When we consider
that, it would be a mistake, however,
not to look at the fact that within this
whole package there is an additional
$9.2 billion that is necessary to pay for
HUD’s section 8 program, a program
that suddenly has blown up before us
and creates ongoing problems that all
of us must deal with.

Since the gentleman from Ohio and I
have proposed funding the section 8
program at the administration’s re-
quest of $9.2 billion, our allocation in-
creased by that amount once we re-
ported our bill from the full commit-
tee. With that in mind, even this fund-
ing level may not be enough if the ad-
ministration, in dealing with section 8,
working along with the House and the
Senate housing authorizing commit-
tees, do not work in a way to solve this
critical section 8 problem, a difficulty
which, as I have indicated, will balloon
in the years ahead of us.

Now, let me explain the highlights of
the larger agencies funded through this
measure.

First, the veterans medical care is
funded at the full budget request of $17
billion, and we expect an additional
$468 million will be made available
when the reconciliation bill becomes
law.

Veterans research operating expenses
and construction activities are mod-
erately increased over the budget re-
quest levels.

For the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, the section 8 pro-
gram, as I have indicated, at $9.2 bil-
lion, is a part of the package.

Severely distressed housing and drug
elimination grants are at the Presi-
dent’s request of $524 million and $290
million respectively. CDBG, HOPWA,
and Homeless Assistance Grants are
also funded at the budget request level.
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The native American housing block
grant program is funded at $650 mil-
lion, an increase of some $165 million
above the budget request. Likewise,
the HOME Program has also increased
by $191 million to a figure of $1.5 billion
for fiscal year 1998.

Finally, and thanks to an amend-
ment offered during our subcommittee

markup by the gentlewoman from
Florida [Mrs. MEEK] and the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN],
the section 202 elderly housing program
is funded at $645 million, which is $345
million above the President’s request.

The section 811 housing for the dis-
abled program is funded at $194 million,
at an increase of $20 million over the
budget request.

For EPA, the budget agreement re-
quires us to produce a bill which funds
the EPA operating programs at the
budget request level of $3.4 billion. The
operating programs include all pro-
grams at the agency except Superfund;
Leaking Underground Storage Tank
Program, known as LUST; and the
clean and safe drinking water State re-
volving funds. We have met this obliga-
tion in a way that I believe accurately
reflects congressional priorities.

For example, we have proposed an ad-
ditional $40 million for particulate
matter and ozone research, something I
believe most Members strongly support
and all of us wish the EPA would uti-
lize before implementing new PM and
ozone regulations that many would
suggest have questionable scientific
backing. We have also increased by $25
million the funds going to States and
cities for air monitoring and data col-
lection, a necessary component of bet-
ter research in this very important
area.

Furthermore, the Great Lakes pro-
grams are fully funded, many above the
budget request. The State revolving
fund programs have been increased by
$200 million over the President’s re-
quest. Brownfields are funded at $85
million. And the Superfund Program,
although it continues to need serious,
comprehensive reform, is funded at $1.5
billion.

Space station and shuttle programs
at NASA are fully funded, and NASA
will receive a modest increase of $148
million over the budget request. I
would note, however, that NASA’s
funding level still represents a decrease
of $61 million below last year’s level.
NASA is a prime example of an agency
that has responded to our charge of
doing more with less. One need only
look at the $200 million Pathfinder pro-
gram as a prime example of doing more
with less.

The National Science Foundation
would, likewise, receive a modest in-
crease above the President’s request,
including an additional $23 million for
research, $90 million for major research
equipment, and $7 million for edu-
cation programs. We have provided the
full budget request for the Federal

Emergency Management Agency,
FEMA.

Finally, we have frozen funds for
AmeriCorps at the 1997 level of just
over $402 million. This year’s funding
level for AmeriCorps represents a re-
duction of $146.5 million, or 27 percent
below the President’s request.

I want my colleagues to know that
together, the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. STOKES], members of the sub-
committee and I have worked hard to
produce a fair and balanced bill, one
that can and should be supported all
the way to the Presidential signature.
It is true that it will be a long and hot
summer while we all work on this and
the other 12 appropriations bills that
are necessary to keep our Government
operating. On the other hand, the bi-
partisan support that this measure has
already received will certainly make
the summer a little easier.

Again, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES], my
friend and ranking member, and his
staff Fredette West, David Reich, and
Del Davis, as well as Rose ROBERTS,
Valerie Baldwin, Tim Peterson, Paul
Thomson, and Frank Cushing of my
committee staff, and Dave Les Strang,
Alex Heslop, and Jeff Shockey of my
personal staff for their help and sup-
port for putting together this difficult
bill which is full of competing interests
but balanced funding priorities.

Mr. Chairman, I want to take just a
moment to say that it is obvious this is
a very complex bill, dealing with pro-
grams that are very, very important to
the American public as well as those
individual families that receive many
of the services involved. In shrinking
budgetary circumstances, the competi-
tion between accounts is all the more
difficult.

There will be amendments, as we go
forward in this discussion, which peo-
ple will come to the floor and suggest
that their program has higher priority
than another, let us say taking away
from AmeriCorps and putting in an-
other program, maybe a veterans’ pro-
gram, without necessarily evaluating
the good work we have already done on
the veterans programs. That sort of ex-
change is part of the process. But I
urge the Members to recognize that
this is a very difficult process and we
have done a very good, I think, biparti-
san job in putting this bill together.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, I include the following
for the RECORD:
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Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of

this bill, and I urge my colleagues to
do likewise. I could not make a similar
statement last year or the year before
that for the VA–HUD appropriation
bills. I am pleased that I can support
this legislation, and I am pleased with
the circumstances that have made this
possible.

First, I wanted to take a moment to
thank the gentleman from California
[Mr. LEWIS], the chairman, for the open
and inclusive way that he has ap-
proached the drafting of this bill. Both
the gentleman from California [Mr.
LEWIS] and his able staff have been ex-
tremely courteous and helpful during
the hearing process and especially pre-
paring for the markup of this bill in
subcommittee.

I want to thank the gentleman from
California [Mr. LEWIS] publicly for the
comity which has been restored to the
operation of this subcommittee and for
the pleasure it is to work with him in
crafting this bill.

While I cannot wholeheartedly em-
brace every recommendation contained
in the bill and report, I think overall
the bill represents a fair balance for
the diverse and worthwhile programs
which it funds. I think the administra-
tion currently holds a similar opinion.
In the last statement of administration
policy, there is no mention of a pos-
sible veto for the bill as it now stands.

However, the statement continues
that if an amendment is adopted to
eliminate funding for the Corporation
for National and Community Service,
or AmeriCorps, a veto is likely. The ad-
ministration is already deeply con-
cerned that the committee’s rec-
ommendations for AmeriCorps is $146
million below their request and does
not provide for the new America Reads
initiative.

An amendment was offered in com-
mittee and may be renewed in the
House to eliminate AmeriCorps fund-
ing. I sincerely hope that amendment
is not offered or, if offered, is defeated.
We all know how strongly the Presi-
dent believes in this program. He has
fought hard for it in the past, and I am
sure he will continue to do so.

After some understandable startup
issues, the program appears to be oper-
ating much more smoothly. Reforms
have been made, costs are coming
down, and results are being achieved.
So I would hope that we would avoid
the histrionics and posturing and the
tired old arguments about AmeriCorps
and pass a bill that the President will
sign.

As I said, all and all, this is a fairly
well balanced bill, one that is worthy
of the Members’ support. In notable
contrast to the experience during the
last Congress, this bill contains vir-
tually no legislative provisions. There
are no antienvironmental riders, un-
like the score of such controversial rid-
ers 2 years ago, and there is no major
rewrite of housing law as there was
last year.

The combination of the subcommit-
tee’s section 602(b) allocations and the
provision in the budget resolution pro-
viding an additional $9.2 billion in
budget authority and associated out-
lays for the section 8 contract renewal
situation has allowed the subcommit-
tee the flexibility to craft a bill with
many positive aspects. In particular,
the bill provides the full amount re-
quested for renewal of all expiring sec-
tion 8 housing assistance contracts. It
also provides the full administration
request for operation and moderniza-
tion of public housing and for revital-
ization of severely distressed public
housing.

Further, the bill includes substantial
increases over last year’s level for the
Neighborhood Reinvestment Corpora-
tion and the Community Development
Financial Institutions Fund, two rel-
atively small programs that are never-
theless very important to economic de-
velopment in cities and rural areas
alike.

The measure also maintains funding
for housing for the elderly and disabled
and provides the full amount requested
for homeless assistance programs. It
also gets the new native American
housing block grant program off to a
good start by providing a $165 million
increase over the levels spent on com-
parable programs this year.

I do wish that we could have done
more in some areas. I especially wish
we could have provided the 50,000 new
section 8 housing certificates proposed
by the administration. This will be the
third year in a row without any addi-
tional units of assisted housing. The
need for affordable housing for low-in-
come families is growing, while the
supply is shrinking.

I also wish we could have funded the
administration’s proposal for grants to
promote the redevelopment of
brownfields, that is, former industrial
properties with moderate environ-
mental contamination. The problem of
brownfields is one of the most serious
difficulties hampering redevelopment
in many inner cities.

I also wish we could have provided
the requested increase in the
Superfund Program to speed the clean-
up of contaminated sites across the
country. There appears to be a consid-
erable difference of opinion regarding
the wording of the budget agreement as
it relates to Superfund.

The Republican leadership says the
agreement means ‘‘enactment of com-
prehensive Superfund reform legisla-
tion.’’ OMB Director Frank Raines has
stated, and I quote him, ‘‘We do not
agree that the additional Superfund
cleanup funding agreed to in the budg-
et agreement is contingent on any
prior legislation, much less a com-
prehensive reform bill.’’

Because there has not been any
movement yet with regard to
Superfund policies, I believe the com-
mittee’s action not to include the re-
quested increase at this time is under-
standable. However, in effect, by tak-

ing the extra Superfund money and
spending it on other programs and ac-
tivities instead of keeping a reserve
against the day the Superfund policies
are worked out, I fear that we have
prejudiced the program unfairly. I
doubt that we have heard the last from
the administration on the additional
Superfund spending.

I also wish we could have provided
additional funding for veterans’ medi-
cal care. Although increases above the
President’s request are recommended
for NASA, the National Science Foun-
dation, the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency, and the Department
of Housing and Urban Development,
veterans’ medical care receives only
the requested amount.

If the proceeds of the third party re-
imbursement proposal are realized in
the amounts estimated, and if the leg-
islation to enable individual medical
centers to keep such funds is enacted,
the crunch will be eased somewhat.
However, there is some concern that
the estimated level of third party reim-
bursements may be overly optimistic.
Concerning veterans’ medical care
funding, Mr. Chairman, I have received
a letter signed by all the Democrats on
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. I
quote in part from their letter, which
is dated June 25:

As you know, the President’s proposed
budget for fiscal year 1998 did not request a
level of appropriations expected to be needed
to meet the cost of veterans’ health care. We
disagreed with this approach when it was ini-
tially proposed and we continue to disagree
with the President’s proposal today. As our
veterans age and their health-related needs
increase, this is surely not the time to pro-
vide an appropriation for VA which is insuf-
ficient to meet the health care needs of vet-
erans.

I share their concerns. Even with the
additional funding from third party re-
imbursements, veterans’ medical care
is not sufficient to sustain the current
services level, much less provide for
any increase in patient work load.

In sum, Mr. Chairman, while I have
some concerns about the bill, on the
whole it is a bill which we should sup-
port. It is a good bill now, and I hope
that it can be made even better by the
time we go to conference and we send
it to the President. Again, I express my
appreciation to both the gentleman
from California [Mr. LEWIS], the chair-
man, and his staff for the excellent co-
operation that we have received in
crafting this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.
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Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr.
WHITFIELD].

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
rise today in support of this bill. I com-
mend the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. LIVINGSTON], the gentleman from
California [Mr. LEWIS], the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] and the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES] for
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the fair and equitable manner in which
they have sorted out the competing
priorities of the agencies funded by
this proposal. I particularly want to
express my appreciation for the com-
mitment this appropriation makes to
the Department of Veterans Affairs.

The Department of Veterans Affairs
plays a vital role for the thousands of
veterans in America. I want to share
with my colleagues the story of Mr.
Joe Atterbury of Hansen, Kentucky. As
a 17-year-old in Vietnam, Joe, like
many soldiers of that era, experienced
many traumatic events, some so trau-
matic that I really cannot discuss
them.

After serving in Vietnam, Joe re-
turned home to western Kentucky, got
a job, married and began raising a fam-
ily. He worked hard as his family grew,
with the addition of each of his six
children. But by 1972, he began to have
serious doubts about his ability to
work and support his family. There was
something affecting Joe Atterbury. He
turned to the Department of Veterans
Affairs for help seeking disability com-
pensation. Seven years later, after sev-
eral appeals, Joe was denied his claim.
The VA found no cause for his inability
to hold a job. He continued to work, off
and on, trying to make ends meet for
his family and it was very difficult.
But in 1991 with the help of a caring
physician, Joe refiled his claim.

I am pleased to say today, with the
help of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, after 25 years of denials and frus-
trations, Joe Atterbury was awarded a
disability claim in excess of $100,000 for
the posttraumatic stress disorder he
had suffered since 1972.

The bill before us today represents a
modest increase for veterans benefits,
health administration, construction
projects and other programs. I urge my
colleagues to vote in favor of the bill
and to renew their commitment to en-
suring that all American veterans will
find the help and the hope they deserve
as did Joe Atterbury.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
41⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ], the distin-
guished ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 2158, a bill making
appropriations in 1998 for VA, HUD and
the independent agencies. Although I
continue to be deeply troubled by the
severe budgetary limitations on domes-
tic discretionary spending, particularly
for the most vulnerable and working
families in future years, I applaud the
Committee on Appropriations for the
work that they have done this year.

H.R. 2158 is devoid of noxious legisla-
tive riders and most authorizing lan-
guage that should be developed by the
Committee on Banking and Financial
Services. Indeed I am hopeful that even
the few housing provisions will not be
necessary here and that the Congress
will enact real and fair public housing
reform this year. On one of the prob-

lems of the last appropriations bill, the
very complicated issue of section 8
portfolio restructuring, I am hopeful
that the budget reconciliation con-
ference will provide the legislative
framework for reviewing section 8 con-
tracts. The Committee on Appropria-
tions took the most critical step in
this bill. H.R. 2158 provides sufficient
funding for all renewals coming due in
1998. I applaud them for their work and
foresight.

Now the authorizers must do their
work in reconciliation. We are well on
our way to balancing all the disparate
interests of the tenants, owners, com-
munities, and the Federal Government
in preserving as much affordable hous-
ing as possible, reducing the costs to
the Federal Government, reasonably
protecting the financial investments of
the owners and protecting the tenants
from unnecessary displacement. We
thank them for making our job a little
easier.

Mr. Chairman, that having been said,
there are two glaring deficiencies in
this bill. For the third year in a row,
there is absolutely no money for incre-
mental section 8 housing assistance,
even in the face of continued, mount-
ing evidence that greater numbers of
very low income families and the work-
ing poor are finding it ever more dif-
ficult to find affordable housing. Some
5.3 million Americans have worst-case
housing needs. That number grows by
leaps and by bounds. I find it uncon-
scionable that this refuses to fund any
new section 8 assistance in this pro-
viso.

The bill also fails to provide funding
for preservation. Since its inception,
751 properties with more than 90,000
units have received preservation fund-
ing. Another 477 properties with about
56,000 units costing $1.6 billion are
ready and waiting for preservation
funding. The 1997 appropriations will
take care of only about 58 of the ap-
proved preservation units, or plans, but
that leaves more than 400 properties
where owners or nonprofit and commu-
nity groups that wish to preserve af-
fordable housing will not be funded. Af-
fordable housing will be lost.

Mr. Chairman, we are building pre-
cious few new affordable housing units.
We simply cannot afford to lose this
scarce and precious affordable housing
resource.

On balance, however, this bill is
about as good as we can get under our
severe budget constraints. I urge my
colleagues to support H.R. 2158.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr.
FRELINGHUYSEN], an outstanding mem-
ber of our committee.

(Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time,
and I rise in support of the bill.

Mr. Chairman, I would first like to
thank the gentleman from California

[Mr. LEWIS], the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. STOKES]) and the subcommittee
staff for their guidance throughout the
year.

This bill contains funding for many
vital programs for our Nation’s veter-
ans, for protection and preservation of
our environment, for meeting the hous-
ing needs for our elderly and disabled,
and for scientific research and discov-
ery.

Nearly half of this bill’s funding of
$40.4 billion supports the Department
of Veterans Affairs efforts to provide
health care, housing and benefits. As a
member of this subcommittee, I am
pleased that this bill provides full
funding for the VA health care system.

In addition to veterans funding, H.R.
2158 provides funding for the section 811
program, housing for people with dis-
abilities at $194 million, $20 million
more than the President requested, and
for the section 202 program, housing for
older Americans, the number is $645
million, $300 million more than the
President’s request. Both of these pro-
grams are working extremely well at
the Department of Housing and Urban
Development, and I am pleased that
the committee provided increased
funding for both of them.

This bill also continues a set-aside
program that the committee started
last year to meet housing needs for
people with disabilities. The commit-
tee has again included, and I commend
the gentleman from California [Mr.
LEWIS] in particular, $50 million for
tenant based rental assistance to en-
sure decent, safe and affordable hous-
ing in communities for low income peo-
ple with disabilities.

Finally, this bill includes more fund-
ing for Superfund cleanups. Specifi-
cally, $1.5 billion is included for the
program, $106 million more than last
year’s funding.

Mr. Chairman, there is a desperate
need for Superfund reform and change.
First, the program needs to be reau-
thorized. Secondly, it needs to promote
actual cleanups based on sound science,
not the rhetoric of political science.
Polluters need to pay and steps need to
be taken to ensure that public or pri-
vate funds are used for environmental
cleanup, not to sustain endless litiga-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, I am proud to be a
member of this committee and I sup-
port the bill.

This bill contains funding for many vital pro-
grams for our Nation’s veterans, for protection
and preservation of our environment, for meet-
ing the housing needs for our elderly and dis-
abled and for scientific research and discov-
ery.

In total this bill provides over $91 billion for
the Departments of Veteran Affairs, Housing
and Urban Development and 17 independent
agencies and offices. Nearly half of the bill’s
funding $40.4 billion, supports the Department
of Veterans Affairs’ efforts to provide health
care, housing and benefits.

As a member of this subcommittee I am
pleased that this bill provides full funding for
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the VA Health Care System. However, I re-
main concerned over the way the VA has cho-
sen to implement the Veterans Integrated Net-
work System [VISN]. My concern lies with the
fact that veterans’ health care funding has in-
creased each year for the last 2 years by
some $400 million yet some area networks
are not seeing any increases and in fact are
receiving cuts in funding and services.

In testimony before our subcommittee this
year VA Secretary Jesse Brown told the sub-
committee that no services will be reduced
under the VISN proposal. In spite of this prom-
ise, the VA continues to reduce the number of
veteran services to VA hospitals in New Jer-
sey and veterans are beginning to believe that
the Secretary’s promise is meaningless.

During subcommittee markup I offered re-
port language, accepted by the subcommittee,
which would delay by 4 months the cuts to
specific veterans’ networks until the General
Accounting Office has reviewed the new sys-
tem. This review would determine if funding is
being equitably distributed and if services to
our veterans are adequate. I believe that this
provision is a fair way of assessing the new
VA plans to distribute these important health
care funds.

In addition to veterans funding, H.R. 2158
provides funding for the section 811 program,
housing for people with disabilities, at $194
million, $20 million more than the President re-
quested and the section 202 program, housing
for older Americans, at $645 million, $300 mil-
lion more than the President’s request. Both of
these programs are working extremely well at
the Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment and I am pleased that the committee
provided increased funding for them.

This bill also continues a set-aside program
that the committee started last year to meet
housing needs for people with disabilities. The
committee has again included $50 million for
tenant-based rental assistance to ensure de-
cent, safe, and affordable housing in commu-
nities for low income people with disabilities.

Finally, this bill includes more funding for
Superfund clean-ups. Specifically, $1.5 billion
is included for the program, $106 million more
than last year’s funding.

There is a desperate need for Superfund re-
form and change. First, the program needs to
be re-authorized and second it needs to pro-
mote actual clean-ups based on sound
science, not the rhetoric of political science.
Polluters need to pay and steps need to be
taken to assure that public or private funds are
used for environmental clean-up, not to sus-
tain endless litigation.

Mr. Chairman, I am proud to be a member
of this committee and I support this bill.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida [Mrs. MEEK], a very distin-
guished member of this subcommittee,
very hardworking and very knowledge-
able.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the leadership of the Sub-
committee on VA, HUD and Independ-
ent Agencies, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. LEWIS], the chairman, and
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES],
the ranking member. I am pleased to
have served on this subcommittee.

I think that the work that was done
by this subcommittee was surely a bi-
partisan kind of effort, where both

Democrats and Republicans worked
well for the benefit of the people of this
country. I want to congratulate them
and their staffs for the work on this
fine bill.

This particular bill will not do every-
thing for everybody, Mr. Chairman, but
what it does, it does a lot for people in
need to improve the housing in this
country. It is a responsible compromise
that merits the support of every Mem-
ber of this House. I think there is
something in this bill, Mr. Chairman,
that every Member of the House can go
back home and say, ‘‘This is what this
subcommittee did and we are very
proud of it.’’

This has been a very tight budget
year. Each of us is aware of that. The
602(b) appropriation is not as high as
many of us thought it would be. Of
course in the Senate it is probably
much lower. So I think this committee
did an outstanding job. They prepared
for the renewal of expiring section 8
contracts, increased funding for EPA
research which is so direly needed, the
Superfund cleanups, housing for people
with AIDS, community development fi-
nancial institutions and a 40-percent
increase for the Neighborhood Rein-
vestment Corporation. They really
went out and reached out to those
groups that really needed help and
those programs that have been working
well.

This bill also continues the Nation’s
commitment to space exploration and
research, including development of the
space station as well as the
AmeriCorps national service program.

I particularly thank the chairman for
working with the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN] and my-
self in increasing funding for the sec-
tion 202 housing program for the elder-
ly and for working with us on increas-
ing funding for the self-help home own-
ership opportunity program. The gen-
tleman from California [Mr. LEWIS],
the chairman and the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. STOKES], the ranking mem-
ber, were very receptive to ideas that
would be workable for the people of
this country as far as veterans housing
and independent agencies. Many groups
like Habitat for Humanity that our
chairman so graciously decided that we
would go out and help them, this was a
show to this country and to those of us
on that subcommittee that we not only
deal with projects and with numbers
but we deal with human lives in trying
to rebuild housing for people in need.

Another thing in my district, like
Centro Campesino dealing with the
Mexicans in that area who are in so
much dire need of housing. The chair-
man provided for those kinds of people
to make possible the home ownership,
Mr. Chairman, for people who perhaps
would never get that opportunity.
While this bill is not perfect, I want to
again congratulate the chairman and
the ranking member. It is a responsible
bill and it is supportable. I urge my
colleagues to support it.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-

tleman from Michigan [Mr.
KNOLLENBERG], a member of the sub-
committee.

(Mr. KNOLLENBERG asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

b 1915

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
I rise today in strong support of the
bill. I want to thank the chairman of
the subcommittee, the gentleman from
California [Mr. LEWIS], who has done
an outstanding job along with, of
course, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
STOKES], the ranking member. I think
the two of them forged a relationship
that brings about some bipartisanship
that frankly we need in this body, and
I applaud both of them for that.

As we began this appropriations proc-
ess this year, the biggest unanswered
question was whether we could fashion
a good bill acceptable to a bipartisan
majority. I would say that this sub-
committee has done just that in a de-
finitive fashion. This appropriations
bill is unique in that it covers an array
of diverse agencies ranging from
AmeriCorps, to the environment, to
space exploration. It is not easy to
bring such a wide range of interests to-
gether into a single bill. In fact, it is
one of the most difficult legislative
juggling acts that my colleagues will
ever encounter in this body, and again
the gentleman from California [Mr.
LEWIS] and the ranking member, the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES], de-
serve a lot of credit.

I believe that H.R. 2158 strikes a
unique balance that addresses the
needs of our veterans’ housing pro-
grams, the environment and special
needs of space exploration. Veterans
funding is increased by more than 330
million, sending, I believe, a clear mes-
sage of continued support for those
who risk their lives for our country.
We preserved funding for NASA’s core
mission, and in light of the recent suc-
cess of Sojourner’s mission to Mars, I
think we should applaud what has been
done and exciting to see some of the re-
sults of that spending. While we in-
creased EPA funding to protect our en-
vironment, I have some grave concerns
over EPA’s use of these funds to imple-
ment the proposed new clean air stand-
ards. Much of the debate surrounding
this issue has become emotional, polar-
izing, rather than constructive and in-
novative. Without question, I believe
the administration is attempting to
impose costly new regulations on our
communities, workers, businesses and
families without anything more than a
shred of concrete evidence that the new
standards will help.

A part of me would really like to see
this bill separated in the fashion so we
could look at it, analyze it and apply
some cost-benefit analysis and some
risk analysis to this whole process. I do
not believe that is the case.

But in conclusion, the bill before us
is a good bill. I am very sure, very sure
that every Member in this body could
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find something wrong with it, and
probably has, but on the basis of what
has been presented I believe it is a good
bill and, frankly, if they can find some-
thing wrong with it, that is the nature
of the process down here on the floor.
We can all find something wrong with
whatever comes through in the way of
a product.

But I again want to take a moment
to applaud the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. LEWIS], the staff who have
done an outstanding job, again the
ranking member, the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. STOKES], and I particularly
wanted to thank Mr. STOKES for his
working with me on an issue that in
times passed has been a bit of a hang-
up, but it has come about, I think,
where we have reached a conclusion
that we have agreed that we can agree
on this issue.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. I yield to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I just
wanted to express my appreciation to
the gentleman for his kind remarks
and in the same turn that the matter
which the gentleman and I were able to
work out satisfactorily to both of us I
think is one that also demonstrated
the bipartisan manner in which the
gentleman and I have approached mat-
ters relating to this committee, and it
has been a pleasure to serve and work
with him.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
STOKES]. I appreciate his comments.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. EVANS].

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the ranking member, the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. STOKES] for yielding
this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I prepared an amend-
ment to this appropriations bill that
would have prohibited the VA from
using fiscal year 1998 dollars to con-
tract with businesses that have serious
and repeated violations of Federal
labor and safety laws. I will not, how-
ever, offer my amendment at this time.
The Committee on Rules did not agree
to waive possible points of order
against it. But I want to remind Mem-
bers that our Nation’s Federal con-
tracting laws are in need of much re-
form.

The amendment I had hoped to offer
this evening is similar to H.R. 1624, the
Federal Procurement and Assistance
Integrity Act that I introduced during
this Congress. The amendment was
narrowly tailored, however, so it would
only apply to VA appropriations during
the next fiscal year. It would have pro-
hibited the VA from contracting with
businesses with a history of serious and
repeated labor and safety law viola-
tions. The amendment would have
helped ensure that the VA only does
business with entities that comply
with the laws that protect America’s
working men and women from unfair

working practices and unsafe work-
place conditions.

Beverly Enterprises is one of the
largest nursing home operations in the
United States. It has an extremely
poor safety record and a longstanding
record of vindictive and illegal labor
practices. The GAO has labeled Beverly
as one of the most serious labor viola-
tors among our Nation’s Federal con-
tractors. The U.S. District Court in
Pennsylvania recently stated that Bev-
erly’s labor law practices have been
‘‘selectively geared to destroy or at
least impede communication among
union members.’’ On the health and
safety front Beverly has repeatedly re-
fused to allow investigators from
OSHA to visit their facilities, even
when the inspectors produce a warrant.

These facts speak for themselves. It
is time to stop pouring taxpayer dol-
lars down the corporate coffers of the
Federal contractors who play fast and
loose with the employees’ rights and
jeopardize the lives of American work-
ers for the sake of the bottom line.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to consider this kind of contracting re-
form as we take up future appropria-
tions bills in this Congress.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. QUINN] for
purposes of a colloquy.

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the chairman of the subcommittee for
his courtesies today.

Mr. Chairman, as the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Benefits, I am very
concerned about the gradual decline in
the overall appearance at our Arling-
ton National Cemetery. The cemetery
staff does a marvelous job, Mr. Chair-
man, of trying to keep the Nation’s
premier veterans’ cemetery up to the
standards of a National shrine that it
is, but relatively flat budgets and a
growing workload make that more and
more difficult every year.

For instance, in 1992, Arlington em-
ployed a staff of 140 and interred 4,352.
Five years later in 1997, the cemetery
interred 5,400 with a staff of only 117.
We know construction funds are also
lagging, and these are the funds that
are needed to replace an aging infra-
structure such as old buildings and
roads and to open new areas for burial.
In 1992, Arlington received $4.8 million;
this year’s budget requests only $2.4
million, and clearly, Mr. Chairman, if
this continues, our standards will not
be met.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. QUINN. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, the chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Veterans Benefits is right on
target. The gentleman from New York
[Mr. QUINN] and I have discussed this
matter on other occasions. Arlington
National Cemetery holds a very special
place in the hearts of the Nation, and I
think it is important that Arlington be
maintained at the highest standards. I

am very aware that the cemetery’s
maintenance backlog has been grow-
ing.

Mr. Chairman, does the gentleman
have a proposal?

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Chairman, I believe
that they can probably absorb several
millions of dollars worth of improve-
ments, but the budget pressures that
we are under, and others have worked
so hard, I was going to offer an amend-
ment to add $250,000 to the cemetery’s
budget. I appreciate the gentleman’s
leadership and respect the hard work of
the subcommittee.

So I would merely request that dur-
ing the conference with the other body
the gentleman from California seek to
add that $250,000 to the operations and
maintenance accounts so that we can
maintain Arlington in the manner re-
flecting the deeds of those who are bur-
ied there.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for his co-
operation and consideration of the sub-
committee’s work and the difficulty we
face. This is a modest sum, and I am
sure that it will be well used at Arling-
ton. I would be pleased to seek addi-
tional funds during conference.

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from California.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. BROWN], the ranking member
of the Committee on Science.

(Mr. BROWN of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to say a few words
about the VA-HUD-Independent Agen-
cies’ appropriation bill developed under
the able leadership of the gentleman
from California [Mr. LEWIS] and the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES], the
ranking member. While there are, of
course, specific items to which I may
object, I believe that the bill is, on bal-
ance, a good one. Thus, in the brief
time that I have I would like to com-
ment on a few of the NASA provisions
that have generated some controversy.

The bill, as reported, provides the
NASA Administrator with the author-
ity to transfer up to $150 million from
the science, aeronautics, and tech-
nology and mission support accounts
to the space station account. I shared
the concern of the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER] with
that provision, and I am disappointed
that the rule protects the provisions
against a point of order. However, I do
want to be clear about the reasons for
my opposition.

I do not oppose providing NASA with
additional funds to complete the devel-
opment of the space station. I recog-
nize that both NASA and the space sta-
tion prime contractor have suffered
cost growth and schedule problems
over the past year. That does not make
me happy, but it would be foolish to ig-
nore reality and to pretend that all is
well with the program and that addi-
tional funds will not be needed.
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The situation has been exacerbated

by the $2.1 billion annual funding cap
that was imposed on the space station
program in 1993. The cap may have
been politically advantageous, even
necessary, but it has further con-
strained NASA’s ability to respond to
Station development problems.

It is not very surprising to me that
an R&D undertaking as large and as
complex as the space station has run
into difficulties, especially since we are
at the point in the development pro-
gram where we would anticipate such
problems typically would arise. More-
over, I fully expect that the space sta-
tion program will need additional funds
prior to its completion, and I am pre-
pared to support additional funding as
appropriate.

However, I strongly believe that additional
funding requests should not be quietly slipped
into appropriations bills without prior review by
the authorizing committee. Neither do I believe
that it is prudent to indiscriminately raid
NASA’s other important activities to pay for
space station cost growth. We will need to be
flexible in our approach in order to ensure that
no programs are damaged. Conversely, I
would also oppose a limitation on the adminis-
tration’s ability to add funds to the space sta-
tion engineering account, subject to congres-
sional approval.

In a related vein, I intend to oppose the
amendment that I understand will be offered
by Mr. ROHRABACHER and Mr. ROEMER to
eliminate the $100 million Russian program
assurance account. While the amendment
may reflect an understandable frustration with
Russian delays in meeting their space station
commitments, this amendment would have the
net effect of damaging American interests—
not promoting them.

That is because the $100 million is intended
to reduce United States dependence on the
Russians by funding the development of Unit-
ed States-owned contingency hardware that
would help take Russia off the space station’s
critical path. Moreover, it is money that will be
almost entirely spent within the United
States—it is not a gift to the Russians, nor is
it a blank check. Eliminating those funds
would, in all likelihood, force NASA to curtail
its work on contingency options and alter-
natives. Fundamentally, we can’t have it both
ways: We can’t direct NASA to reduce the
space station program’s dependence on the
Russians, and at the same time eliminate the
funds NASA requires to carry out that direc-
tive.

The authors of the amendment have tried to
add additional provisions that they hope will
make it more appealing. However, Members
should not be confused. If adopted, I believe
that this amendment would lead to increased
space station costs, further delays, and contin-
ued vulnerability to potential Russian delays. I
intend to support Chairman LEWIS and oppose
the amendment.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER],
my colleague and friend.

(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I
want to thank, first of all, the chair-

man and the ranking member and all
the members of the subcommittee for
the excellent work they did under dif-
ficult budgetary restraints, and I want
to particularly comment favorably
upon their treatment of some of the
housing programs. Section 8, section
184, section 202, and section 811 pro-
grams were funded as adequately as we
can under the circumstances, and they
are very important, and I appreciate
the subcommittee’s good work.

Mostly, however, I would like to ad-
dress the Safe Drinking Water Act.
Legislation was enacted last year to
amend that act and inject more com-
mon sense in the process of testing and
treating our Nation’s water. This Mem-
ber is concerned, however, that the En-
vironmental Protection Agency’s
groundwater disinfection program may
be ignoring congressional intent. Spe-
cifically, the EPA may attempt to im-
plement a rule which would result in
enormous disinfection costs for small
communities, but with no actual bene-
fit to the citizens of those commu-
nities. In recognition of the general
good quality of our Nation’s ground-
water, the excellent existing State
water quality protection programs and
the expense and other complications of
unneeded treatment, the Safe Drinking
Water Act of l996 provided the EPA
with only the authority to promulgate
regulations requiring disinfection as a
treatment technique as necessary, and
I stress the words as necessary, for all
public water systems using ground-
water. Therefore, it appears that the
EPA staff, all too predictably and as
this Member predicted, would be the
problem in his floor comments on June
25, 1996. It appears they may be focus-
ing on a proposed regulation which
goes far beyond the regulation of those
systems with groundwater quality
problems. Agency drafts have proposed
regulatory measures that exceed dis-
infection and which are currently and
properly covered under State authority
or State programs.

Therefore, this Member would re-
quest that the chairman of the appro-
priations Subcommittee on VA–HUD
enter into a colloquy on this matter.

Mr. Chairman, is it the committee’s
intention that a small community
using groundwater should not be sub-
ject to EPA-directed improvements un-
less the community’s groundwater
poses a genuine health risk?

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BEREUTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Unless the
community’s groundwater poses a gen-
uine health risk, yes, there is such a
requirement.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, is it
also the committee’s intention that in
order not to override creative and lo-
cally supported State efforts, which are
effective in assuring public health, the
EPA should develop a rule that clearly
demonstrates that the groundwater
poses a genuine health risk before re-
quiring systems to disinfect?

Mr. LEWIS of California. Yes, it is,
and I must say to my colleague that I
very much appreciate his raising this
question, for across the country there
are other districts that have similar
concerns, and the answer is yes.

Mr. BEREUTER. This Member
thanks the distinguished gentleman for
this clarification. Since Nebraska has
more communities, all except five pub-
lic water systems, that depend upon
groundwater, more than any other
State, this is a matter of great impor-
tance to our State, and I understand it
affects other districts around the coun-
try as well.

Mr. Chairman, once again, the Appropria-
tions Committee has completed the tough task
of allocating limited resources to many deserv-
ing programs. As a member of the House
Banking Committee, the committee with juris-
diction over Federal public housing programs,
this Member is keenly aware of the growing
strain section 8 contract renewals are placing
on the HUD budget. This Member commends
the appropriators for dealing with this difficult
task in the absence of a legislative solution.

Although there are numerous deserving pro-
grams included in this funding bill, this Mem-
ber would like to mention three specific pro-
grams. First, the bill provides $3.0 million for
the section 184 Indian Housing Loan Guaran-
tee Program which is administered by HUD.
According to the committee report, this appro-
priation will result in over $36.9 million in loan
guarantees. The section 184 Indian Housing
Loan Guarantee Program has already proven
to be an excellent program that for the first
time is providing privately financed homes
through a guarantee program for Indian fami-
lies who are otherwise unable to secure con-
ventional financing due to the trust status of
Indian reservation land.

Second, appropriators should be applauded
for including $4.6 billion for the Community
Development Block Grant [CDBG]. This
amount, which is the same as the fiscal year
1997 enacted level will efficiently provide block
grants for many successful programs, includ-
ing Youthbuild.

Finally, this Member would like to thank ap-
propriators for retaining the fiscal year 1997
enacted level of $645 million for the section
202 elderly housing program and $194 million
for the section 811 disabled housing program.
These levels, which this Member supported
during House floor consideration last year, are
a minimum commitment Congress should
make to these special needs citizens.

Mr. Speaker, this Member rises in support
of H.R. 2158 and urges his colleagues to sup-
port this measure.

b 1930
Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2

minutes and 10 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BOR-
SKI], the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Water Resources and En-
vironment of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.

(Mr. BORSKI asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BORSKI. I thank the distin-
guished gentleman for yielding me this
time, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, while this bill has
many positive attributes, it fails to
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adequately fund the Superfund toxic
waste cleanup program. It violates the
budget agreement by refusing to fund
the President’s request. It short-
changes the millions of Americans and
their children whose lives and welfare
are threatened by toxic waste.

By failing to provide the $650 million
requested by the President for
Superfund cleanup in fiscal year 1998,
up to 120 Superfund site cleanups will
not begin. There will be an enormous
reduction in the relief that could be af-
forded to nearly 70 million Americans,
including 10 million children who live
within 4 miles of a Superfund site. The
money requested sits in a trust fund
collected for the very purpose of pro-
viding relief to these people who live
with hazardous waste, threatening the
water supplies and health.

Mr. Chairman, in the past the
Superfund program has been justly
criticized for the speed with which it
cleaned up sites. As ranking member of
the Subcommittee on Water Resources
and Environment, I am all too aware of
the history of the program. But I can
tell the Members with a certainty that
EPA, under the effective leadership of
Carol Browner, has implemented over
50 initiatives to reform and improve
the program.

The criticisms of the past do not ac-
curately reflect the Superfund program
of today. Eighty-two percent of sites
on the final list are undergoing cleanup
construction or already have construc-
tion completed.

Superfund has 439 completed clean-
ups and an additional 492 underway.
These numbers indicate that the cur-
rent program is clearly much more ef-
fective than in years past. The Presi-
dent proposed funding in his budget to
complete an additional 500 cleanups by
the year 2000. These are cleanups that
are ready to go.

Despite their insistence that they,
too, are committed to speeding up
cleanups, the Republican leadership re-
fused to provide needed cleanup fund-
ing.

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure and
the Committee on Commerce, along
with the administration, have been
meeting on a bipartisan basis to reau-
thorize the Superfund program. How-
ever, that process should not be the ex-
cuse to fail to fund cleanups which are
ready to begin today. I do not know
what a revised Superfund might look
like, but I do know that the failure to
provide additional cleanup funding will
delay cleanups.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. PALLONE].

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, I want
to urge support of this bill, and I must
say that I am pleased with the overall
funding for the EPA, plus language
that was put in in an appropriation of
$4 million for our decontamination ef-
fort of toxic dredge material in the
New York Harbor, which impacts New
Jersey. I wanted to thank the chair-

man, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
STOKES], as well as the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN] for
that effort in particular.

But I do have to say, as my previous
colleague, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. BORSKI] did, that there is
not enough money to significantly ex-
pand the Superfund program as pro-
posed by the President. The President’s
initiative to clean up an additional
3,500 Superfund sites by the end of the
year 2000 was designed to protect the
public from the risks that these sites
posed to health and the environment. I
think this was an important initiative.
It was recognized by the Congress. It
was part of the accommodation in the
balanced budget agreement.

What we intend to do, myself, the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
MARKEY] and the gentlewoman from
Colorado [Ms. DEGETTE], is to offer an
amendment that restores the $650 mil-
lion in additional funding requested by
the President.

Many of Superfund’s detractors are
fond of saying that the sites do not get
cleaned up fast enough. I think this is
the opportunity to make a difference.
We should reauthorize and reform
Superfund, but we have to fund the
cleanups while we work on the bill.

I just wanted to say that in my home
State of New Jersey, there are some 70
percent of our 107 sites that are either
being cleaned up or are cleaned up. A
great number of the sites have not been
delisted in New Jersey only because
long-term monitoring is still ongoing
or long-term treatment of groundwater
is still ongoing, but we have worked
very hard with the EPA administrator
and the President to put in place a
Superfund program that is leaner and
cleaner than it ever was before.

Nationally, the reforms put into
place by the EPA have revived the
Superfund program after many years of
neglect. In the last 4 years the EPA has
cleaned up more sites than in all of the
12 years of the program’s previous
years.

Mr. Chairman, the President made a
promise to clean up these additional
sites by the year 2000. To do that, I
think we should include this money in
the bill.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to my col-
league, the gentleman from Cleveland,
Ohio [Mr. KUCINICH].

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, at this hour the ailing
Russian astronaut Tsibliyev is aboard
the Mir space station awaiting help in
outer space to see if an American as-
tronaut, Michael Foale, can take
charge to make critical repairs to the
space station.

As often happens in the universe, the
drama in the sky above mirrors that on
the Earth below, because we are faced
with the possible elimination of $100
million in the fiscal year 1998 appro-
priations for NASA’s Russian Program

assurance activities. This $100 million
is needed to continue NASA’s contin-
gency against Russian delay in the de-
livery of the International Space Sta-
tion service module.

The majority of these funds will be
spent in the United States to develop
and modify hardware needed to ensure
that the International Space Station
will be built on time. The elimination
of these funds would put the program
at risk and delay the critical research
that is being planned for the space sta-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, NASA has made sig-
nificant progress towards the on-orbit
assembly of this unique international
research facility. The $100 million al-
lows NASA to fulfill a mandate that
has been emphasized by Congress, the
importance of contingency planning to
prepare the United States to deal with
delays in Russian hardware for the
space station.

The day is near when the Inter-
national Space Station, the product of
an international partnership between
the United States and 13 other coun-
tries, will begin to be assembled in
orbit around the Earth. When it is
completed soon after the turn of the
century, it will serve as a world class
laboratory for microgravity research.

Mr. Chairman, the International
Space Station represents the future of
aerospace technology, medical re-
search, international cooperation, and
space travel. The continued support of
this orbiting laboratory is critical. We
wish the Russian astronaut well and
Godspeed, and we wish our American
astronaut good luck as he faces this
critical moment. We are with him, and
I hope that we will support the con-
tinuation of the International Space
Station.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. STOKES] is recognized
for 2 minutes.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I do not
expect to take all the time. I just want
to once again say to my colleagues
that this is a good bill. I want to say
also that this is a difficult bill to craft.
It is a bill that takes a number of
months to put together. The staffs on
both sides, the majority and minority
staffs, have spent a lot of time working
on this bill. Then the chairman and I
spent long hours working to craft this
bill.

Mr. Chairman, we wish, both of us I
am sure, the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. LEWIS] and I, that we could
have had the resources to do many
more things with this bill, but with the
resources that were available to us I
think we have crafted a bill that the
House can take pride in.

Right now this bill has the support of
the President. I hope we will not put
any onerous amendments on this bill
to place it in jeopardy of any type of a
veto. I would like to see us be able to
pass this bill and go to conference, and
bring back to the House an even better
bill.
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In closing, Mr. Chairman, once again

I want to thank my esteemed col-
league, the gentleman from California
[Mr. LEWIS], and say what a pleasure it
is to work with him in crafting this
very difficult bill. I offer him full sup-
port for this bill and hope that our col-
leagues will pass it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. LEWIS] is recog-
nized for 6 minutes.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, it has been suggested that the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES] and
I, working on this very complex bill,
have found ourselves in a circumstance
where perhaps this subcommittee is a
model for the work of the balance of
our subcommittees.

I think more important than that,
the bill involves, as has been suggested,
a great variety of very complex issues
that cover the gamut in terms of serv-
ices to the American public. Veterans’
medical programs are important, obvi-
ously. Housing programs are impor-
tant. We are all excited today about
NASA. EPA’s work is critical to the
country’s future.

Indeed, when those kinds of programs
are involved and there is competition
head-on, the point that shortly comes
to the fore is that major public policy
issues, when we can get down to the
nub of it, have very little to do with
partisan politics. It is searching for al-
ternative solutions and answers that
lead to the best result for the Amer-
ican public. In this bill, I think we
come very close to accomplishing
much of that.

Because of that, I give my thanks to
our staff, as the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. STOKES] has suggested, but very
much to my colleague, the gentleman
from Ohio, Mr. LEWIS STOKES, for his
cooperation as well.

Mr. Chairman, I urge Members to
support this bill.

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to
voice unqualified support for one of the Na-
tion’s most vital housing programs—the Low
Income Housing Preservation and Resident
Homeownership Act [LIHPHRA] of 1990 and
its predecessor, the Emergency Low Income
Housing Act of 1987. This program has, with-
out qualification, preserved the homes of thou-
sands of low- and moderate-income families
and senior citizens. Yet, the HUD–VA appro-
priations bill that we have before us today in-
cludes zero funding for this popular and effec-
tive program.

In Chicago, there are presently 600 units of
housing that have been approved by the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development
for preservation. These apartments involve
sales to community-based nonprofit organiza-
tions that are awaiting funding. But they will
not be preserved as affordable housing if this
Congress fails to provide funding for the
LIHPHRA Program.

In the First Congressional District, there are
presently 418 units approved for preservation

and awaiting funding. Since its inception,
LIHPHRA funds have contributed to the pres-
ervation of 1,500 apartments in the First Con-
gressional District and 7,500 units in Illinois.
This includes the recent transfer of a 312-unit
senior citizen property on Chicago’s south
side—Cambridge Manor—to resident nonprofit
ownership. Just weeks ago I had the oppor-
tunity to share in the celebration of this
achievement with residents of the community.

LIHPHRA has proven a cost-effective ap-
proach to preserving affordable housing in our
financially strapped cities. The national aver-
age cost to acquire and rehabilitate housing
under LIHPHRA is $40,000 per apartment.
This compares to an average cost of $80,000
to $120,000 per unit for total replacement of
housing in the First Congressional District.

Regrettably, the actions of the HUD–VA Ap-
propriations Committee will result in hundreds
of prepayments of HUD-assisted mortgages.
The end result will be the conversion of quality
housing stock that has been financed with tax-
payer dollars to market-rate uses.

In place of continued and expanded
LIHPHRA funding, the committee is rec-
ommending the use of housing vouchers. But
experience shows that in Chicago, at least 20
percent of tenant-based assistance is returned
to the housing authority unused because of
economic and racial barriers faced by tenants
who try to use the certificates. Clearly, the
voucher alternative does not offer a workable
viable vehicle to preserve housing stock as a
source of low-income housing for current ten-
ants and future generations.

I regret that the VA–HUD appropriations bill
reported by the committee failed to include
funding for the preservation program. I urge
my colleagues in the Senate and the con-
ferees to ensure that funding for the LIHPHRA
Program is restored.

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to
extend my support for the legislation before
us. I especially commend Chairman LEWIS and
his colleagues on the VA–HUD Appropriations
Committee for their cooperation with the Com-
mittee on Veterans Affairs in reaching a con-
sensus and commitment to adequately fund
the Department of Veterans Affairs for fiscal
year 1998.

Chairman LEWIS has provided a total appro-
priation of $40.0 billion in fiscal year 1998 for
programs and benefits provided to our veter-
ans by the VA. This total is $143 million more
than requested by the administration and in-
cludes $17.0 billion in direct appropriation for
medical care and treatment of eligible bene-
ficiaries. The legislation also takes an impor-
tant step to allow the VA to retain for its own
use the collections and user fees paid from
third parties as reimbursement for VA-provided
medical care.

While this Congress is dedicated to spend-
ing less of the taxpayers dollars on unneces-
sary programs and departments of Govern-
ment, we cannot and should not jeopardize
veterans healthcare, compensation, and other
program benefits. This country made a com-
mitment to every single veteran and we have
a responsibility to follow through. I believe that
this legislation is true to this commitment.

This Congress should, however, expect the
Department of Veterans Affairs to commit tax-
payer dollars toward programs and services in
a fiscally responsible manner. I am particularly
concerned with the manner in which the VA is
progressing toward VA hospital integrations
across the country.

Let me first say that I support consolidating
VA facilities. I believe this process is nec-
essary to improve the efficiency of healthcare
delivery for America’s veterans. However, the
VA should never implement an integration of
facilities before designing a detailed integra-
tion plan. Unfortunately, the VA proceeded
with the formation of the Central Alabama VA
Health Care System and implementation of
clinical and administrative changes without a
business plan. The GAO considers the VA
proposal inadequate, at best. Further, the
GAO suggests that the plan raises more ques-
tions that it provides answers.

For this reason, I have requested that the
VA halt the integration of two facilities in Ala-
bama until such time as the Department has
provided critical information on the consolida-
tion process, specifically, on the formation of
the Central Alabama Veterans Health Care
System through the integration of the Mont-
gomery, AL, VA Medical Center, and the
Tuskegee, AL, VA Medical Center.

The General Accounting Office [GAO] is re-
viewing the integration of these facilities and
has identified specific issues which should be
addressed before further implementation takes
place. The VA agreed to temporarily halt this
integration in June.

At my request, Chairman LEWIS has in-
cluded report language in the bill directing the
VA to not proceed with further integration of
these two facilities until a detailed plan of the
integration has been submitted to the Con-
gress and the General Accounting Office is-
sues a report reviewing the plan.

I believe, and the committee agrees, that
given the specific circumstances surrounding
the integration of these two facilities, integra-
tion should be halted until the VA and the
GAO can assure this Congress that the inte-
gration of the Montgomery and Tuskegee fa-
cilities will serve the best interests of the vet-
erans of Alabama and the taxpayers of this
country.

Mr. Chairman, I stand in strong support of
this legislation and thank Chairman LEWIS,
once again, for this attention to the concerns
of veterans in my district and throughout the
country.

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Chairman, I want to com-
mend the members of the Appropriations
Committee and its leaders, Mr. LIVINGSTON,
Mr. OBEY, Mr. LEWIS, and Mr. STOKES, for their
work on this bill. It is a good bill for veterans.

Earlier this year, when the administration
sent its budget to the Congress, there was a
great deal of concern about the proposed
funding scheme for veterans health care. For
the first time, the administration proposed that
part of the funding for veterans health care
would be dependent on what VA could collect
from insurance companies and others who are
obligated to pay for VA health care.

The funding level contained in this bill as-
sumes that Congress will send to the Presi-
dent authority for the Secretary to spend
amounts collected from insurance companies
for veterans’ health care. However, it is impor-
tant to note that the House has taken a num-
ber of steps to make this less risky than the
administration’s original proposal. In the
House-passed reconciliation bill, the VA Com-
mittee inserted several provisions to avoid a
situation in which veterans are denied health
care because of an unexpected shortfall in
collections. The House-passed provisions
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would: Provide additional appropriations if col-
lections from third parties fall short of projec-
tions by more than $25 million; authorize VA
to collect the same amount that insurance
companies pay other health care providers; re-
quire VA to develop a plan to maximize collec-
tions through appropriate incentives; and es-
tablish a monitoring mechanism so that Con-
gress can accurately assess whether this new
authority is working.

The language reported by the VA Commit-
tee would have made these collections avail-
able without any further action by the Con-
gress, and I still believe that if we want to
maximize collections, that is the best policy.

There are a number of other noteworthy im-
provements to the administration’s budget pro-
posal for veterans contained in this measure.
It adds $32.6 million to the President’s request
for veterans medical research. I am con-
cerned, however, that the reported bill in-
cludes unwise and unnecessary restrictions on
how this money is to be spent. The bill in-
cludes increased funding for the State veter-
ans home construction grant program, an ac-
tion which the VA Committee recommended
earlier this year. The bill provides the funds re-
quested by the administration to upgrade the
National Cemetery in Arizona. It also adds
funds to modernize some of the VA’s health
care facilities, a necessary investment even
though the VA is going through a nationwide
restructuring of the way in which health care
is delivered. Finally, it adds modestly to the
funds needed to administer the benefits which
the Congress has authorized for veterans. All
of these increases were recommended earlier
this year and I congratulate the committee for
its wise choices.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in overall
support of this legislation which will provide
$91.7 billion in fiscal year 1998 for housing
programs, veterans programs, environmental
programs, and a myriad of other independent
agencies’ programs.

I think, Mr. Speaker, that this bill is accept-
able, in relative terms, for housing, an area of
appropriations that continues to bear the scars
and burden of the 1995 rescissions bill which
gutted important housing and homeless pro-
grams. We see in this bill a recognition of the
section 8 renewal needs at $9.2 billion, a rec-
ognition of the political realities. The measure
as reported does not antagonize Presidential
priorities with regard to AmeriCorps or com-
munity development financial institutions, and
there is a recognition in the bill of the need for
balance among the programs funded through
this important mixture of programs. These pro-
grams in effect display the full spectrum of
Federal Government activities.

Mr. Speaker, I do have reservations about
some of the spending priorities in this VA–
HUD-independent agencies appropriations bill.
For example, while these are exciting times on
Mars and as a person with a strong science
interest, I celebrate the discoveries, I only
wish we could see such exuberance, ingenu-
ity, and funding commitment in tackling our
Nation’s housing challenge. If only we could
see such commitment to funding and support-
ing efforts to clean up our Nation’s air, and
those in our Nation’s Capital these past few
days in July has only shown too ‘‘clearly’’ that
our air is in need of help, and other environ-
mental cleanup needs of spaceship Earth.
Certainly I recognize that this is an acceptable
bill than recently has been presented on the

floor because the 602(b) appropriation alloca-
tion permitted the subcommittee, led by
Messrs. LEWIS and STOKES, a more equitable
allocation.

There are several issues I am pleased to
note specifically: for one, the level funding of
the AmeriCorps Program at $400 million.
There has been a lot of talk about the Min-
nesota/North Dakota/South Dakota floods;
about funding; and about the necessity of ex-
pedited funding. AmeriCorps put its people
and money where its promises were and sent
close to 100 AmeriCorps members to help
flood victims. They came from all over the
country, from Colorado, from Virginia, to help
slog through the mud of the Red River that
clogged people’s basements, to pitch sand-
bags, to deliver food, and to work in other im-
portant jobs that were essential during this still
trying time. These volunteers did all this and
more for an opportunity to help people and to
restore hope for people who really needed it.

AmeriCorps helped more than 9 million indi-
viduals throughout 1995–96. Although we
could do more for this vital win-win program
that wins for the volunteers and those who are
served, level funding is a step ahead of where
we were in the previous bills. I urge the House
to defeat amendments to strike or reduce
AmeriCorps funding.

I am surprised and dismayed that the bill
does not fund the additional 50,000 section 8
certificates and vouchers requested by the ad-
ministration. The third year without new hous-
ing being made available. The need for hous-
ing persists. It has not gone away. The
changes that welfare reform will bring are
going to impact our housing programs in many
ways including a likely increase in demand for
section 8 housing. Affordable housing supplies
are not keeping pace with the growth in hous-
ing needs. It has been estimated that the gap
between the number of affordable housing
units and the number of people needing them
is 4.7 million units. The U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development estimates
that over 11 million Americans have worst
case housing needs. Families with children
represent 43 percent of the households with
those needs—paying more than half of their
income for rent and utilities, or living in sub-
standard housing. These are housing canyons
forming in our Nation, not mere housing gaps
and the numbers clearly show that many,
many millions of Americans are but an acci-
dent, a job loss, or a health care crisis away
from unfortunately becoming homeless.

In its annual survey, the U.S. Conference of
Mayors found that 20 percent of all requests
for emergency shelter went unmet this year
because of a lack of resources. Emergency
shelter requests increased in the 29-city sur-
vey by an average of 5 percent, with the re-
quests for assistance from homeless families
increasing by 7 percent. On average, people
remain homeless for a disappointing 6 months
in the survey cities. The No. 1 reason, among
many reasons to be sure, is the lack, of af-
fordable housing. And now, with the impact of
welfare reform starting to be felt, it is even
more evident that we must marshal the nec-
essary resources to keep American citizens off
the streets.

I intend to offer an amendment to restore
the Federal Emergency Management Agen-
cys’ Emergency Food and Shelter Program to
$130 million, up from $100 million in the bill,
and to support the Kennedy amendments to

increase funding from the HUD McKinney Act
homeless programs for $823 million to $1.1
billion and to add 45,000 units of incremental
section 8 assistance. I urge my colleagues to
consider that same course of action. This
would indeed bring homeless funding to its
1995 level and provide some new additional
support.

The public housing program will be affected
by welfare reform, especially in their operating
subsidies. Although public housing programs
are level funded, I fear that a proper account-
ing has not been made on the real potential
impacts of welfare reform cuts on public hous-
ing in the future. Public housing authorities are
strapped already. I am pleased, however, that
the committee fully funded the important Drug
Elimination Grants Program, a program I’ve
been fighting to save in the authorizing legisla-
tion process, the spending commitment is nec-
essary and deserves the support of the house.

Other housing and community development
programs are in need of mentioning. Last
Congress, we reorganized the native Amer-
ican housing programs into a block grant. Al-
though the bill provides $165 million more
than requested by the administration for this
new block grant, I am concerned that be
shielded from cuts as it goes through the con-
gressional process. Housing needs in Indian
country are great, and block grants that drib-
ble out are not as effective as those that come
out with meaningful allocation amounts to the
designated housing entities.

I thank the committee for allocating addi-
tional resources to the Community Develop-
ment Financial Institutions [CDFI] fund. This
important fund seeks to increase the availabil-
ity of credit and investment capital in dis-
tressed communities as a means of increasing
economic opportunity and revitalizing dis-
tressed communities. In many places, like
rural Minnesota and right here in Washington
DC, allocations have been approved that may
well work through innovative micro credit lend-
ing that is being advanced through the CDFI.
Funding this program at $125 million will give
the CDFI program additional boost to help
more communities, businesses, and individ-
uals the opportunity to help themselves. CDFI
works. Now its appropriate to realistically fund
the CDFI’s.

In this same vein, H.R. 2158 has allocated
$70 million for the highly successful and prov-
en work of the Neighborhood Reinvestment
Corporation. As a long-time supporter of this
program and an author of the law expanding
their mission several Congresses ago, I am
pleased at the dollar commitment for the
Neighborhood Reinvestment and Neighbor-
hood Housing programs serving hundreds of
cities across our country.

With regard to the funding level for the EPA,
the bill on the whole is positive but has some
serious flaws. I am very concerned about the
failure to fund to restore the environment in
communities burdened with toxic waste sites.
By providing only $1.5 billion for the
Superfund hazardous waste cleanup program,
the bill translates into 29 percent less than re-
quested by the administration. I would also
like to have seen funds allocated from Brown
fields cleanup, not just $85 million for assess-
ment. Our cities need assistance in cleaning
up sites so that they can turn these areas into
positive areas, environmentally and economi-
cally. I regret that the politics of reauthoriza-
tion has resulted in shortchanging these key
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programs, Superfund and Brownfields which
are integral to the economic vitality of our
communities.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port H.R. 2158 and to support the several im-
portant amendments that will be offered to in-
crease funding for housing and homeless as-
sistance programs.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
strong support of the H.R. 2158, the fiscal
year 1998 VA, HUD and independent agen-
cies appropriations bill. As a member of the
VA–HUD Subcommittee I have enjoyed work-
ing with Chairman LEWIS, my fellow sub-
committee members, and the fine subcommit-
tee staff and I commend their work on this
often difficult bill.

This year, as always, the subcommittee was
faced with many challenges as it worked to
approve funding for the wide array of pro-
grams under its jurisdiction. Nonetheless, I am
pleased that we were able to appropriate $70
billion to meet the important needs of our vet-
erans, protect the environment, address the
Nation’s housing and emergency assistance
needs, and retain our commitment to space
and science programs. The 1998 funding level
in this bill is $600 million more than the Presi-
dent’s request and approximately $6 billion
higher than last year, guaranteeing that our
most vulnerable citizens receive the assist-
ance they need to lead productive lives.

As someone who has served on active duty,
I firmly believe that we can never thank our
veterans enough for putting their lives on the
line in defense of our Nation. I am proud that
the VA–HUD bill continues the House’s strong
support for veterans by protecting the veterans
medical care account from reductions by fund-
ing it at $17 billion, with an extra $468 million
to follow when the Balanced Budget Act is
passed.

The bill also provides funding to ensure that
those Americans who need housing assist-
ance can receive it. H.R. 2158 funds the sec-
tion 202 housing program for the elderly at
$645 million and the 811 housing program for
persons with disabilities at $195 million, both
of which have been a concern of residents of
Ohio’s seventh district. Spending in both of
these programs represents an increase over
the President’s request. Also, section 8 con-
tract renewals are fully funded at $9.1 billion
ensuring that all expiring contracts will be re-
newed for 1 year. The extremely popular
Community Development Block Grant Pro-
gram and HOME home investment partner-
ships are funded at $4.6 billion and $1.5 billion
respectively, which protects CDBG funding
and expands the HOME effort by $100 million.

The Environmental Protection Agency also
received an increase of $433 million which will
allow for the protection of our Nation’s re-
sources, for increased environmental research
and for the clean-up of hazardous sites. More
specifically, H.R. 2158 appropriates $656 mil-
lion for EPA research including $40 million to
study aspects of the controversial proposed
EPA air regulations. The Superfund receives
$1.5 billion, an increase of $100 million, and
$85 million is allocated to help clean-up
brownfield sites and restore them to useable
condition, which is $48 million over the 1997
level. Finally, the clean water state revolving
loan fund is funded at $1.25 billion and the
safe drinking water revolving fund at $750 mil-
lion, a total increase of $200 million. These
funding levels will help preserve our valuable

resources for future generations and help en-
sure that small communities receive the tech-
nical assistance to continue providing pure,
clean water for rural families.

H.R. 2185 fully funds the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency’s disaster relief
account. This agency is of vital importance to
coordinating the Federal Government’s emer-
gency preparation, response and recovery ef-
forts. FEMA works closely with State and local
governments in managing emergency pro-
grams and offering technical assistance and I
am pleased to see these efforts being main-
tained.

Finally, the VA–HUD bill increases funding
for NASA by $148 million over the President’s
request. Over the past few weeks we have
marveled at the Mars Pathfinder mission and
other projects such as the microgravity experi-
ments developed by Ohio’s NASA Lewis Re-
search that are being conducted on the Space
Shuttle Columbia. In Ohio and other locations
across the country NASA taps the excitement
of space exploration to help underserved chil-
dren learn about science and math, and I’m
glad to see these efforts adequately funded in
this bill. It is important that our Nation continue
our investment in science and space explo-
ration, and that we use these efforts to im-
prove life on Earth—H.R. 2185 provides the
funding necessary to do all of these.

Tough decisions are made in this bill, such
as the action to close the Office of Consumer
Affairs—whose functions can be transferred to
existing agencies—and freeze funding for the
expensive Americorps program. These were
carefully considered actions, and make it pos-
sible for the 1998 VA–HUD bill to provide for
our veterans, meet the country’s housing and
environmental needs, invest in emergency
planning, and support science and space ex-
ploration. I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time, and I move that the
Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly, the Committee rose;

and the Speaker pro tempore [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM] having assumed the
chair, Mr. COMBEST, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill, (H.R. 2158), making ap-
propriations for the Departments of
Veterans Affairs and Housing and
Urban Development, and for sundry
independent agencies, commissions,
corporations, and offices for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1998, and for
other purposes, had come to no resolu-
tion thereon.
f

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1998
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 181 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 2107.

b 1942
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole

House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill, H.R.
2107, making appropriations for the De-
partment of the Interior and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1998, and for other purposes,
with Mr. LATOURETTE in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-

tee of the Whole rose earlier today, the
final lines of the bill had been read.

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE
OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 181, proceedings will now
resume on those amendments on which
further proceedings were postponed in
the following order: the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
CHABOT]; amendment No. 3 printed in
House Report 105–174 offered by the
gentleman from Idaho [Mr. CRAPO]; the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK]; amend-
ment No. 2 offered by the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN]; and
amendment No. 2 printed in House Re-
port 105–174 offered by the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. WELDON].

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CHABOT

The CHAIRMAN. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. CHABOT] on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CHABOT:
Beginning on page 76, strike line 14 and all

that follows through line 10 on page 77.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 96, noes 328,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 270]

AYES—96

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Boehner
Bono
Brady
Bryant
Burton
Buyer
Canady
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cox
Crane
Crapo
Cubin

Cunningham
Deal
DeLay
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Ehrlich
Emerson
Gekas
Goodlatte
Goodling
Graham
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Herger
Hilleary
Hostettler
Hunter
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jones

Kasich
King (NY)
Kingston
Largent
Latham
Linder
Manzullo
McIntosh
McKeon
Myrick
Neumann
Norwood
Nussle
Paul
Paxon
Pease
Petri
Pombo
Radanovich
Riley
Rogan
Rohrabacher
Royce
Ryun
Salmon
Scarborough
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